STATE OF VERMONT
HUVAN SERVI CES BOARD

In re ) Fair Hearing No. 15,837
g
)
Appeal of )
| NTRODUCTI ON

The petitioner appeals the decision by the Departnent
of Social Wl fare denying her application for Food Stanps
and termnating her eligibility for Vernont Health Access
Program (VHAP). The issue is whether the petitioner's
income is greater than the maxi num gross incone test

established by the regul ations for these prograns.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The facts are not in dispute. The petitioner, who
lives alone, recently started a new job. Her earnings are
$599 gross wages a nonth. She al so has unearned i ncone of
$528 a month. This yields a nmonthly gross income of over
$1, 127.

2. The petitioner applied for Food Stanps in January,
1999. She appeal ed because the conputer-generated notice
she received contained conflicting information regardi ng her
eligibility. The Departnent concedes that the notice
contained a line of information that was inaccurate,
rendering the notice confusing.

3. In a separate action in January, 1999, based on the
sanme (undisputed) information regarding the petitioner's

i ncome, the Departnent closed the petitioner's VHAP benefits
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effective April 1, 1999, because of excess incone.

ORDER

The Departnent's decision is affirned.

REASONS
Fam | ies and individuals who are not receiving public
assi stance (ANFC) and who do not contain at |east one
el derly or disabled nmenber qualify for Food Stanps only if
their gross nonthly inconme is below the standards set by the

Departnment in its regulations. See Food Stanp Manual (FSM

> 273.9(a). The maxi mum gross incone for a household of one

person is $873 a nonth. See Procedures Manual > P-2590 C

Unfortunately, there are no deductions of any sort all owed
before application of the gross incone test. As noted
above, the petitioner does not dispute the Departnent's
cal cul ati ons of her inconme. Inasnmuch as the Departnent's
deci sion regarding the petitioner's Food Stanps is in accord
with the regulations, the Board is bound by law to affirm
it. 3 V.S A > 3091(d) and Fair Hearing Rule No. 17.

As for VHAP, the gross inconme maxi mum for that program
as of the date of the Departnent's decision in the case was
$1007 a nonth. However, as of April 1, 1999, a change in

Federal guidelines enabled the Departnent to raise the
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mont hl y maxi mum i ncone |evel to $1,242.' The petitioner's
VHAP benefits under the previous guidelines were continued
pending a final decision in the petitioner's appeal; and as
of April 1, it appears that she will be eligible under the
new gui delines. Therefore, even though the Board mnust
affirmthe Departnment's January decision closing her VHAP,
it appears the petitioner will suffer no loss or gap in

t hose benefits.

#H#H

'Apparently, in January, 1999, when it closed the
petitioner's VHAP, the Departnent did not know it would be
i npl ementing this change effective April 1, 1999.



